species of the breed known as "documents" librarians-have long been concerned about the inadequacy of the present depository system for distribution of federal government publications to libraries. Much of this concern has centered on the relatively inflexible method of designating depository libraries and the gross inequities in distribution of documents resulting from this method.
In recent years awareness of the magnitude of the depository problem has filtered through to a few interested congressmen. One congressional subcommittee has noted "the long-felt need to correct the outmoded methed of selecting depository libraries" 1 and has concluded that "the outmoded depository library law ... is in need of major revision in order to best serve present-day needs." 2 A bill to amend the depository law in certain major particulars has passed the House of Representatives three times in the last five years, but has yet to be considered in the Senate. This failure to revise what Representative Wayne Hays (D., Ohio) has called a "horse-and-buggylaw in a jet-propelled age" appears to be due in large part to lack of quantitative, summary documentation of the inadequacy of the present depository system. Even the revision bill which passed the House last August and is now pending in the Senate-while an improvementstill is not adequate for present and future needs.
A congressional resolution of January 28, 1857, amended slightly in 1859 and 
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1861, provided that government publications "shall be distributed to such bodies as shall be designated to the Secretary of the Interior by each of the Senators from the several states respectively, and by the Representatives in Congress from each Congressional district, and by the Delegates from each Territory." Thus the primary basis for designation became the congressional district through representatives, the secondary basis the state through senators. While responsibility for the functioning of the depository system was transferred to the Superintendent of Documents in 1895, the method of designation has remained unchanged for over a century. Four classes of libraries-state libraries, the libraries of land-grant colleges and service academies, and certain libraries of the executive branch of the federal government -have been designated as depositories by special laws. These designations, while adding a large number of libraries to the depository system at various times, have not altered the basic method of designation. When this method was decided upon in 1857 there were 233 representatives in Congress. There was no limit on the number of representatives, and it was expected that as population increased and new states were admitted to the Union more congressional districts would be added. By 1912, however, all the land area of the continental United States had been encompassed within forty-eight states. This, plus the great increase in population and the consequent increase in the number of representatives, threatened to make the House too large and unwieldy a body. Congress therefore set a limit of 435 on the number of representatives. (A temporary increase of two to accommodate Alaska and Hawaii is in effect at present.) With the depository system tied to congressional districts, this action automatically set a limit on the possible number of depository libraries. As a result, while the population of the United States has increased 100 per cent since 1910, the number of depository libraries has increased only 25 per cent.
Once a representative has designated a library as a depository in a given district, or a senator within a state, such designation cannot be changed unless the library fails to meet the standards set by law, and no additional designations can be made in that district. For example, the Drury College Library in the Seventh district of Missouri was designated in 1874 by Representative Harrison Havens. Since that date no subsequent representative from Missouri's Seventh district has been able to designate a depository.
Over the years the congressional district boundaries of many states have been redrawn as a result of reapportionment following a decennial census. Since designations cannot be withdrawn, many instances exist where a given district as it stands today has more than one depository. The Tenth district of Massachusetts has three designated by congressmen and one (the state library) by law. The first South Dakota district has four congressionally designated depositories and two (the state library and a land-grant college library) by law. Thus, because of political processes unrelated to the need for government publications, some districts are far better supplied with despositories than others.
Being tied to congressional districts, the depository system is related, by rough extension, to population. In recent years, however, the relationship has become very tenuous. When the district system was made mandatory upon the states in 1842, the theory was that districts would be approximately equal in population, thus providing equality of representation. This theory was never closely followed in practice, and in 1929 the legal requirement that districts contain as nearly as practicable an equal number of inhabitants was dropped. The result today is that congressional districts vary widely in population, ranging from a low of 177,431 for the Twelfth district of Michigan to a high of 1,014,460 for the Twenty-eighth district of California. Despite the fact that the California district now has two depositories, the ratio of depositories per person is 1 to 177,431 for the Michigan Twelfth and 1 to 507,-230 for the California Twenty-eighth.
There seems to be wide agreement that the libraries of academic institutions have greater need for documents than other types of libraries. At least, Superintendent of Documents Carper Buckley, and Representative Wayne Hays-who do not often agree on matters relating to the depository system-have agreed on this point. 3 This generalization is not invalidated by the obvious fact that the library of a college with an enrollment of two thousand students cannot have as great a need for documents as the New York Public Library. The generalization implies no more than the equally obvious fact that, given the extensive and intensive information requirements of students and faculty, academic libraries generally will experience heavier demands for government publications than public or special libraries generally. The method Thus Massachusetts, which has about the same population as Florida, almost twice as many congressional districts, over twice as many students, more than four times as many colleges and universities, has only one more depository in colleges and universities.
The law specifies that in order to qualify as a depository a library must have one thousand volumes other than government publications and must be open to the public. College libraries are not required even to have one thousand volumes other than government publications. Not surprisingly, there is apparently no case on record of the depository privilege being withdrawn from a library because it failed to meet these standards.
For many years depository libraries were sent all documents printed for distribution by the government, whether they wanted them or not. Beginning in 1923, depositories were allowed to select the publications which they wished to receive. A 1956 survey disclosed that over 50 per cent of the depositories selected less than 50 per cent of the documents available to them. Twenty-five per cent selected less than 25 per cent available, and 12 per cent selected less than 10 percent of the documents available. 4 Therefore, to say that there are so many depository libraries in the country or in a given state or congressional district is not very meaningful in terms of the overall distribution of government publications. Nor does the fact that a given library is a despository indicate very much about the range of government publications available to that library's clientele.
All these aspects of the depository system in conjunction have operated to produce such situations as the following:
1. The state of North Dakota, with a population one-seventh that of Missouri, has one-third as many depository libraries as Missouri. Missouri, with a population little more than one-fourth that of California, has more than one-half as many depositories as California.
2. The First Congressional District of New York, with a population of 906,187, has one depository library. The First Congressional District of South Dakota, with a population of 497,669, has six depositories.
3. The Snow College Library of Ephraim, Utah, with a collection of 11,000 volumes and serving 379 students, is a depository. The Boston University Library, with a collection of over 500,000 volumes and serving 19,809 students, cannot become a depository.
4. sity, which serves an enrollment of over eight thousand students, cannot become a depository because the Hiram College Library, which serves an enrollment of six hundred students, has the designation for Ohio's Eleventh district.
5. The library of Chico State College of California, serving an enrollment of over three thousand students and containing eighty thousand volumes, cannot become a depository because the Shasta County Public Library of Redding, located seventy miles away and containing forty thousand volumes, has the depository designation for California's Second district.
6. The Public Library of Charlotte, North Carolina, which serves a population of over two hundred thousand and contains almost three hundred thousand volumes, cannot become a depository because the library of Queens College, which serves an enrollment of 642 students and has 38,000 volumes, has the designation of the Tenth North Carolina district.
These aspects of the depository system, in conjunction with the growth of the nation over the past hundred years, have operated to nullify the original intent of the depository law and to render it inadequate to present and future needs, particularly to educational needs. The depository revision bill presently pending in Congress also is inadequate to meet these needs. Several examples of the inequities and absurdities of the present system have been given, but it can rightly be argued that a few isolated instances are not necessarily proof. In an effort to supply proof the public documents class of the University of North Carolina Library School has participated in an analysis of the present and proposed depository systems. Some of the results are summarized here.
Under present law each congressional district is allowed one depository library by congressional designation. Most of these opportunities for designation have been used. Out of an upper limit of 663 possible depositories, including those by congressional designation and by law, 592 have been named. In all but a few cases, the opportunities not used fall in districts where there are no libraries of any size available to accept designation. Representative John McCormack of Massachusetts complained recently that his district had no depository, that he had inquired to see if any library was interested but had found none which could qualify. 5 This is an example of one of the most absurd aspects of the present system, that vacancies exist in some districts where they are not needed while opportunities are closed in other districts where they are badly needed.
In an effort to open up additional opportunities, the pending bill (H.R. 8141) would allow each representative to designate one depository library in his district if that district now has only one congressionally designated depository. (The bill makes no provision for additional senatorial designation.) Thus Representative Durward Hall of the Seventh Missouri district could name another depository. Representative Samuel Devine of the Ohio Twelfth district, which now contains three depositories, could designate one more because only one of the three is by congressional designation, the other two having been named by law. But Representative John Lindsay of the New York Seventeenth, which already has two congressionally designated depositories, could not name another. Mr. McCormack, if he could find any takers, could designate two depositories.
There has been a good deal of confusion about this provision of the bill. Some librarians apparently have assumed that the bill would allow another depository in every district, regardless of the number of depositories in a district or how they were designated. The pertinent section of H.R. 8141 reads: There also has been much confusion about the total number of new depositories which would result from passage of the Hays bill. Mr. Buckley, for instance, has testified that the bill "would provide for roughly doubling the number of depository libraries." 7 Apparently, this is one factor behind his opposition to the bill. Careful analysis indicates that the bill could theoretically result in a total of 342 new depositories, an increase of 58 per cent, not of 100 per cent. Actu- ally, it is extremely unlikely that the total number would be higher than 244. Beyond this, precise statements cannot be made, but a realistic estimate would seem to place the probable number of new depositories somewhere between one hundred and one hundred and fifty.
These figures are much lower than those normally estimated and are likely to be questioned. Table 2 summarizes the data for the nation as a whole and for each state.
In compiling under the proposed law. The notation of probable depositories assumes that a district which has not taken advantage of its depository privilege under present law is extremely unlikely to take advantage of additional opportunity under the proposed law. In Alabama there are four districts in this situation. For the proposed law to be operational for one of these districts, two depositories would have to be named where none is apparently now needed. This seems improbable. While it would theoretically be possible for seven new depositories to be added in Alabama under the proposed law, actually four of these possibilities are very unlikely to be used. The total of 244 "probable" new depositories is far too high. This total assumes that every district which now has one congressionally-designated depository would take advantage of the proposed law to add one more, and the assumption is unrealistic. The Sixth Alabama district would be entitled to a new depository. The University of Alabama Library is now the district's depository. The largest eligible library in the district would be the Friedman Public Library of Tuscaloosa, which has 42,000 volumes and an annual budget of $37,000. It seems improbable that this library would wish to become a depository. The largest library in the Sixth district outside of Tuscaloosa is the Judson College Library in Marion (population 2,822) with 23,000 volumes and an enrollment of 245 students. It would be tedious and unproductive to try to determine how many similar situations exist across the country. In any case, H.R. 8141 requires that, before a new depository is designated in a district, the need for such a depository must be certified by the head of every existing depository within the district or by the head of the library authority of the state. This provision would act as a brake on unnecessary designations. With these factors in mind, the educated guess of one hundred to one hundred fifty new depositories resulting from the proposed law seems fairly liberal.
To compile evidence that both the present and proposed depository systems are inadequate to meet present and future needs, two major assumptions were made by the students: that academic libraries have greater need for documents than other types of libraries, and that this need varies with the size of the school. Each of the twenty-four students working on the project was assigned a state or states to analyze. A worksheet was completed for each academic depository library in each state. With the worksheets as data, each student filled in the summary sheet for his state or states. Table 3 shows the results for each state and for the country as a whole. It should be noted that in this procedure two unrealistic assumptions were made:
1. The possible designation of public A further assumption was made that among academic libraries those with the greatest need for documents, as measured by a weighted total arrived at by doubling the number of graduate students and faculty members and adding the resultant figure to the number of undergraduates, would take precedence.
Certainly some public or other libraries would be designated in place of some academic libraries, and among academic libraries the logic assumed by the weighted total progression would not follow. Therefore Table 3 pushes both the present and proposed systems to the extreme optimistic limit in so far as academic libraries are concerned. Despite these assumptions, we find that the libraries of one-half of the colleges and universities in the country with weighted totals of 1,000 or higher cannot become depositories under the present system and that one-fourth still would be excluded under the proposed system.
There may be some differences.of opinion as to whether every school in the country with a weighted total over 1,000 should have a depository library. Presumably there would be no question that any school with a weighted total over 5,000 should be accorded the opportunity to have a depository library. Table  4 lists schools with 5,000-plus weighted totals excluded by present law. Those which would be excluded even under the proposed law are indicated by an asterisk. Table 4 shows that 43 schools are excluded by present law. Despite the fact that the procedure employed heavily favored these large schools in the assignment of vacancies, 28-or 65 per centstill would be excluded under the proposed law. Some particularly anomalous situations exist. Hunter College, for instance, has two branches, one in the Seventeenth New York district, the other in the Twenty-fourth, either of which could be used as a location for depository designation. Since two congressionally designated depositories already exist in both districts, however, Hunter would be excluded under the proposed law.
While the depository revision bill would bring about some improvement over the existing situation, it would not be adequate for present needs, even if the needs of nonacademic institutions are not considered. Its inadequacy in the face of future needs is undeniable. A recent study projects a 1980 college and professional school enrollment which is 235 per cent higher than the 1960 enrollment. 8 Enrollments of the schools analyzed in this study are going to increase dramatically in the next twenty years, and their requirements for government publications will increase accordingly. Many new colleges and universities will be founded. By 1980 schools not yet in existence will have over 5,000 students. Many, if not most, of these new schools will be so located that they could not benefit from the proposed depository law.
With these factors in mind, one could make a strong case against passage of the depository bill in its present form. Congress has not changed the essentials of the depository law for over a hundred years. If the Senate should pass the pending bill this session, we would hardly expect another revision within the next twenty years. If the depository system is to be revised now, it would seem wise to do it with a realistic view of present and future needs in mind.
Many proposals have been made for changing the method of designating depository libraries. In 1938 the late Jerome K. Wilcox suggested that designations be made "dependent entirely on three factors-heavy population concentrations, large library centers, and re- The Federal Depository System ...
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pository privilege. 11 During the same hearing Hays also suggested that any school with an enrollment of three thousand to five thousand students should have the opportunity to become a depository. 12 During hearings on an earlier version of H.R. 8141, one librarian proposed that the "entire urban area," rather than the congressional district, be made the base for designation. Another librarian "wondered if somehow perhaps a more rational approach to the whole problem might be made on the basis of population and proximity to large libraries." 13 Wilcox contended that "distribution should be based upon geographical location or population centers rather than upon political expediency." Proposing size of student body as the criteria for designation of academic libraries, Wilcox suggested that 750 students be the level above which an academic library would become eligible for designation. 14 The Hays subcommittee seemed most receptive to these proposals for increasing the number of depository libraries. At one point Hays, after explaining that his bill would permit only one new depository in districts which had only one by congressional designation, said: "The subcommittee, however, will be openminded on this matter and, if the testimony we adduce around the country brings out the necessity for more than that, then I am sure that the subcommittee will be willing to entertain such an idea." 15 Hays, in fact, appeared puzzled about the lack of widespread or intensive interest in his efforts to improve the depository system: "The depository law itself is rather an ancient one and I pre- sume the reason nothing has been done about it before is because the people most affected by it have never brought any pressure on the Congress to do anything about it. As a matter of fact, none has been brought yet." 16 In the late 1930's a chairman of the Joint Congressional Committee on Printing gave the library profession a virtual carte blanche to "rewrite the federal depository distribution act." 17 Whether or not Congress itself would have made good on the offer, the invitation was not accepted. The Board of Resources of ALA, asked to back a comprehensive survey of depositories as a basis for revision of the law, contended that "most of the facts to be sought were already known and declined to support it. . . . Lack of agreement on the sort of survey to be conducted, lack of money with which to conduct it, lack of conviction that one was needed, and a variety of other reasons" operated to kill the idea. 18 Today the profession has no such broad mandate to rewrite the depository law. H.R. 8141 may be as extensive a revision as we can hope to get at this time. 19 The bill's provisions for additional depositories are inadequate, however. Fortunately, the evidence seems to indicate that Congress might be receptive to an amendment to H.R. 8141 broadening these provisions. Ideally, a comprehensive study of library needs and future development should precede an effort towards that end. Standards should be set which would assure the depository privilege to those libraries which need it and deny it to those present depositories which, in the words of the Powell Report, use it "only as a convenient method for obtaining a small handful of government publications from a central source." 20 Such a study might follow some of the suggestions made by Wilcox and others and could well result in a recommendation to depart altogether from the congressional-designation method.
Considerations of time and politics operate against such an ideal approach. H.R. 8141 has passed the House, and there is ample time for Senate passage this session if complicated changes are not made. In any case, a study such as the one contemplated could not be completed speedily. With these factors in mind, it would seem wise to make the amendment as simple and as attractive to the Senate as possible. Fortunately, it appears that this might be done.
H.R. 8141 makes no provision for additional Senatorial designation of depositories. Very likely, the Senate will object to this. While the right of designation is largely formal and relatively unimportant, it is a means bv which a legislator can please at least one small group of constituents without antagonizing other groups. Representatives and senators do not spurn such opportunities. Therefore it would seem possible to broaden the provisions for new depositories and, at the same time, make the bill more palatable to the Senate. An amendment to H.R. 8141 allowing each senator to designate one new depository for every one million population in his state would achieve two major objectives: I. Allow opportunities for immediate designation of approximately 360 depositories. In many states, of course, few additional depositories would be needed and the opportunities would not be fully exploited. But the provision would allow new depositories where they are needed instead of, as in the present bill, allowing many where they are not needed. In California, for instance, the amendment would open up thirty-two opportunities on a statewide basis. In those congres- Since a few states have less than one million population today and are unlikely to add a million in the foreseeable future, the amendment should allow every senator one new designation, regardless of his state's population. Even if these designations are never used, the provision might make the amendment acceptable to small-state senators. By allowing both senators from a state one designation each for every million population in their state, rather than one designation for one senator for every five hundred thousand, the amendment should prevent any possibility of the depository system becoming involved in partisan or personal politics.
Getting such an amendment through Congress would require careful timing and, perhaps, intensive lobbying by the library profession. Given the present stage of H.R. 8141 in the legislative process, the most feasible procedure might be:
1. Try to persuade the Senate Rules and Administration Committee, to which the bill has been referred, to accept the amendment as a committee amendment. national interest requires the appropriation of large sums for aid to higher education. Particular emphasis has been placed upon stimulating and aiding research in colleges and universities. One relatively cheap method of furthering these ends would be to expand the depository program to take in more academic libraries. Too often the depository system has been viewed by government officials as a means by which libraries get something for nothing. With few exceptions, the libraries pay many times over for the privilege. While some libraries have abused the privilege at the expense of others, most depositories serve in effect as agents of the government in disseminating its publications. It is literally true that if depositories did not exist in public, academic, and other libraries, the government would have to invent them and have to subsidize them. An expanded depository program would be a very good bargain for the federal government.
The taxpayer pays either way. No public or academic library today can provide adequate service without government publications. If Kent State University cannot become a depository and obtain documents free except for postage, it must buy them. The taxpayers of Ohio still foot the bill, and the bill is higher because Kent State cannot take advantage of the automatic and very efficient distribution service of the Documents Office.
To sum up, the passage of an amended version of H.R. 8141, while not an ideal solution in all respects, would lead to a depository system geared-to the realities of the 1960's and 1970's, not those of 1857.
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